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1.  Reclamation doesn’t have authority to establish TMDLs.  The methodology used 
in the EIS analysis does recognize the intervening point and nonpoint loads, the latter 
of which constitute virtually all of the sources in the Angostura area.  Although the 
recognition is not explicit, it is inherent in the interrelationships developed for the impact 
analysis.  Admittedly, it is based on historic conditions.  However, the recommendation 
for a five year study would develop a similar historic record which would suffer from the 
same inherent problems as the method used, that is, it would assume that these conditions 
would represent the future, the impact analysis period.  It would also require that 
relationships similar to those used in the impact analysis would still have to be developed 
to perform an impact analysis.

2.  For the reasons stated in the response to comment No. 1, no matter how much 
better data would be gathered, the effect would be similar.  The data would have to be 
extrapolated at least over time, and probably over space, to perform an impact analysis.  
Reclamation believes the available data are adequate for the analysis and that the analysis 
presents a fair comparison of the impacts of the various alternatives.

3.  Gathering another five years of data—with or without TMDLs—probably wouldn’t 
change the analysis or findings in the EIS.  As stated in the response to comment No. 1, 
TMDL studies should be initiated by the State or the Tribes.

4.  The Improved Efficiencies Alternative, selected as the Preferred Alternative, would 
include measures to institute BMPs and to implement water conservation, would make 
water available for other uses besides irrigation, and would set up a public process to 
determine uses for the saved water (pp. 22-24 in the EIS).  Also, analyses in the EIS 
determined that impacts of the Improved Efficiencies Alternative wouldn’t be significant 
and thus wouldn’t warrant mitigation beyond that described in the alternative.
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1.  Noted.

2.  The District paid off construction costs of the distribution system in 1998 and is 
now paying off construction costs of the dam (the District pays yearly operation and 
maintenance costs of the unit, as well).  The dam, delivery system, and other facilities of 
the Angostura Unit, however, are property of the United States; neither the District nor 
individual irrigators have equity in them.

3.   Operation and maintenance costs of Angostura State Recreation Area are greater than 
the revenues from entrance fees.  If South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks 
were to collect fees greater than these costs, the surplus would be turned over to the 
U.S. Treasury.  Construction costs were discounted because the Angostura Unit provides 
recreation benefits, thus indirectly benefitting the irrigators.

4.  If the purposes of the Angostura Unit were changed, cost allocations would also be 
changed, resulting in irrigators being responsible for less of the cost.  
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